Introduction
The connection between the manner in which a business processes complaints against its products, staff, or services and the quality of its relationships with customers is a well-explored topic in both the academic literature and the practitioner marketing press (see e.g. Bailey, 1994; Bearden and Teel, 1983; Day, 1984; Peel, 1993; Singh, 1988) . Complaints generate valuable information for the supplying company, and are especially useful for monitoring the effectiveness of customer service programs.
It seems, moreover, that the satisfactory handling of complaints can actually create loyalty to a firm. Whiteley (1991) , for instance, reports survey results suggesting that fewer than 10 percent of dissatisfied non-complainers buy again from an errant supplier, whereas more than 80 percent of disgruntled customers who do complain, and whose problems are quickly resolved, will probably repeat their purchases. A study reported by Walker (1990) found that although on average only 5 percent of discontented customers actually complained, these individuals related their bad experiences to more than twice the number of people whom they told about their pleasurable encounters with businesses. A survey conducted in 1985 for the US Office of Consumer Affairs concluded that nearly 15 percent of customers who had a problem with some organization complained about it to more than 20 persons, hence generating an enormous amount of bad word-of-mouth publicity for the organizations concerned (Albrecht and Zenke, 1985) . As with the study reported by Walker (1990) , only 5 percent of the dissatisfied customers in this 1985 sample ever complained; but, among those who did, up to 70 percent repeated their business after the complaint had been dealt with; this figure rising to 95 percent when customers felt their complaints had been fairly resolved. In the latter case, moreover, customers told an average of five people about their good treatment by the supplying firm.
Taxonomies of generic reasons for complaining may be found in Bailey (1994) , Cottle (1990) , Day (1984) , Jacoby and Jaccard (1981) , and London (1980) . From these studies, it appears that failure to meet customer expectations, and discourtesy by company staff, are among the major reasons for customer complaints. Allicke et al. (1992) asked college students to record in diaries all the complaints they made to people and organizations over a three-week period (noting the background and the recipient's response to each complaint), concluding that the desire to vent frustration was the commonest motivation underlying complaints (accounting for nearly half of all remonstrations), followed by dissatisfaction at not receiving proper advice or information (14 percent), and direct appeals to others to change their behavior (8 percent).
• allegations that others were failing to meet their obligations or were falling below the complainant's expectations and
• accusations that barriers were being erected against the attainment of individual goals.
Background to the research
In 1995 the author completed a routine analysis of the causes and consequences of the complaints received by a major distributor of computer software and hardware based in south-east England. Computer equipment and software involve complex and sometimes unreliable electronic processes and components, leading inevitably to higher post-purchase failure rates than for most other types of good and thus to a relatively large number of customer complaints. In the course of the investigation it emerged that not only did many of the company's customers who complained most ferociously seem to repeat their business more frequently than the rest; they also appeared to place larger orders following complaint resolution. Also, when interviewed, the firm's customer-service personnel reported that, in their experience, customers who were extremely hostile and aggressive when making complaints were less likely to cancel orders or demand repayment than were people who appeared nervous and/or adopted a subdued demeanor when expressing dissatisfaction with the company. These comments (albeit made casually, and not based on any rigorous examination) were of sufficient interest to motivate the initiation of a collateral study designed to assess in some depth:
• the relationships between individual modes of complaining behavior and subsequent relationships with supplying firms and
• the extents to which certain types of person complain more or less aggressively than do others and how this might affect customer relations after complaints have been registered.
Aggressive complaining and its psychological consequences
A key issue addressed by the present study is whether employees responsible for dealing with customer complaints should encourage people to "blow their tops," when complaining, or whether they should seek to mollify customers' antagonism. The idea that complainers can purge their hostile emotions by experiencing them intensely has a long and distinguished intellectual history (see Geen, 1991; Geen and Quanty, 1977) . Sigmund Freud borrowed from aesthetics the term "catharsis" to describe the process of relieving personal anger through "letting off steam" and hence removing irritability from a person's system (Breuer and Freud, 1961) . According to the catharsis hypothesis, feelings of anger and animosity towards a source of annoyance can be drained off via an acute expression of aggression against that person or organization. Thus, retaliation against a perceived wrong is preferable to passive acceptance, because the discharge of emotion prevents the repression of the grievance and, hence, obviates the harboring of a grudge in the longer period. Suppression of hostility allegedly leads to a bitter dislike of the cause of tension, so that aggressive words and/or behavior usefully provide a catharsis of potentially harmful feelings.
Influential studies completed by Dollard et al. (1939) suggested strongly that barriers to goal achievement commonly generate anger and aggressive feelings within the person, accompanied by a tendency to lash out at the perceived source of frustration. The greater the level of frustration, the more aggressive the person's behavior. However, an outburst of aggression would effectively "wipe out" pent-up negative emotions, thereby reducing the
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Purge hostile emotions probability of further belligerence. An experiment conducted by Thibaut and Coules (1952) concluded that individuals who were able to communicate in writing with (and presumably therefore express hostility against) people who had insulted them were thereafter more friendly towards the latter than were persons who could not so communicate. Alexander (1950) and Holt (1970) presented extensive medical evidence purporting to demonstrate that the open expression of aggressive sentiments is generally better for an individual's mental health than is their concealment. Likewise, Pennebaker and Beall (1986) found that whereas test subjects' blood pressures rose significantly immediately following their writing about traumatic and stressful events, their overall health actually improved over a longer period.
In the context of complaining behavior, therefore, it is arguably preferable for a firm actively to encourage its customers to "explode" when making complaints, as this may induce them to feel good after the incident and hence maintain more positive attitudes toward the company. Note how it may be a good idea to encourage customers to make forceful verbal complaints (face-to-face or by telephone) rather than asking them to complain in writing, since the verbalization of a complaint provides the customer with a direct opportunity to inflict discomfort on an acquiescent victim (the firm's representative) and thus relieve aggressive tension (a number of studies have concluded that the ability to hurt a person who is causing frustration greatly facilitates the onset of catharsis -see Geen, 1991; Geen and Quanty, 1977; Hokanson, 1961; Taylor et al., 1994) . Berkowitz (1962) in particular argued that frustration creates a state of acute emotional tension which motivates the individual to want to inflict injury on the provocateur. Thus, only when a hostile act, regarded as having inflicted sufficient injury on the source of frustration, has been completed will the person stop feeling angry. On this line of reasoning, complaining behavior is perceived by the complainer as a means of restoring equity to his or her relationship with the recipient of the complaint. Aggression towards the latter will end when the complainer believes the recipient has "suffered" to the proper extent. Thereafter, further complaints would make the person feel guilty (see below) and anxious through once again upsetting the equity of the relationship, so that additional hostility is not desired.
Catharsis might be further encouraged if the firm's representatives routinely admit responsibility for problems (regardless of circumstances) and apologize instantly. The importance of apology as a means for reducing the level of aggressiveness of an aroused person has been well-documented (see e.g. Baron, 1988; Weiner et al., 1987) . Apologies regarded as sincere, specific in nature, and which provide clear explanations of all the underlying factors involved have been found by recipients to be particularly effective for defusing anger, and vice versa (Shapiro et al., 1993) . Research suggests also that apologies which refer to causes beyond the apologist's control are more likely to mitigate a person's anger than are excuses relating to factors that are subject to manipulation by the apologist. The very act of listening can also induce catharsis. In the words of Cottle (1990, p. 250 ):
A complainer is carrying around a 100-pound rock, looking for some place to unload it. If you won't take it, they'll chip off little pieces and hand over some to everyone they meet … People with complaints always tell someone about it. They have to or they'll explode.
Hence, Cottle argues, the firm's representative should listen apologetically, hear the whole complaint without interruption (not even for clarification), and not make excuses during the course of conversation. The angry complainer should not be invited to calm down or be told to "be reasonable":
Complaining behavior
Catharsis encouraged customers feel angry rather than think rationally in angry terms. Note how sending a standardized letter accompanied ritualistically by monetary compensation does not allow aggrieved customers personally to blow their tops at company employees, so that fewer opportunities for catharsis arise. Talking to someone enables the individual immediately to expose his or her feelings, eliminate obsessive thoughts, reduce physiological activity associated with the trauma, and thereby recover from its stressful effects. Early experiments completed by Hokanson and Burgess (1962) support this proposition. Certain test subjects were given the opportunity to express verbal aggression against a frustrator; others could only state in writing what they would like to do to the frustrator. The latter form of (fantasy) aggression failed to promote physiological recovery from intense anger, whereas the verbalization of hostile emotion quickly assuaged the subject's rage. Verbal articulation of a complaint allows a person to gain information about a problem, its causes and significance, and how it can be dealt with in the most effective manner. The representative of the source of the complaint can admit that performance has been unsatisfactory and/or that mistakes have occurred.
Barriers to catharsis
Even if an outburst of anger causes an individual to feel better in himself or herself, this need not lead to improved longer-term relations with the source of frustration, because "disinhibition" might occur (i.e. the relaxation of inhibitions in respect of further hostile complaining consequent to the gratifying feelings of relief experienced after the first angry exchange). In other words, a single act of aggressive complaining might stimulate further complaints by providing the complainant with emotional and other rewards for behaving in this way: the person observes himself or herself succeeding through the use of hostile complaints, and thereby receives cues that encourage yet more aggressive complaining (Goldstein et al., 1975; Ohbuchi et al., 1989) . Hence, prior socialized restraints against the display of aggressive emotion may collapse, resulting in further (and escalating) aggressive behavior (Averill, 1983; Berkowitz, 1970; Geen and Quanty, 1977; Zillmann, 1988) .
It has been suggested that the degree of catharsis experienced following an aggressive act is affected by
• the perceived status of the target of aggression and
• the personality and other characteristics of the aggressor himself or herself -especially the propensity to feel guilt (Geen, 1991) .
Thus, catharsis after aggression is relatively unlikely when the target appears to be of high status, powerful and/or threatening, or when guilt is experienced consequent to aggressive acts (Hokanson and Shetler, 1961; Tangney et al., 1992) . In the former case it may be that overt aggression towards a prestigious figure (or organization) generates anxiety within the individual, leading to a toning down of a complaint. Personal self-esteem might represent yet another important mediating factor. Rosenbaum and de Charms (1960) reported that persons low in self-esteem and who communicated hostility to a provocateur subsequently expressed less animosity toward the tormentor than did subjects high in self-esteem. The person high in self-esteem is said to regard himself or herself as fundamentally good, capable and worthy; whereas the individual low in selfesteem views himself or herself as inept and useless (Baron and Byrne, 1994) . Arguably, people of low self-esteem lack confidence in their own "Disinhibition" might occur decisions (including purchasing decisions) and choices and should, in consequence, be less likely to complain. They are said to shy away from action (Kernis et al., 1989) and to have adverse emotional reactions to conflict situations.
Guilt
A number of studies have indicated the existence of links between individual guilt-propensity and the tendency to experience anger and/or engage in aggressive behavior (see e.g. Harder and Lewis, 1986; Mosher, 1968; Tangney, 1990; Tangney et al., 1992) . Guilt feelings can lead to anxiety in the person which, in turn, might mollify cathartic effects. Accordingly, persons inclined to feel guilt about their aggressive emotions might suppress their overt expressions of hostility, and perhaps in consequence remain aroused and angry in the longer term (Schill, 1972) . Guilt which causes people to feel ashamed of themselves may be a more powerful source of anger and aggression than other forms of self-reproach (Tangney et al., 1992) ; possibly because shame reduces an individual's self-perceptions of personal worth, leading then to a redirection of hostile energy toward any outsider seen as the cause of the shame-inducing guilt.
Type A and type B personality types
The type-A person is said to be easily irritated, highly competitive, always in a hurry, and hence more aggressive. This has been observed in a wide range of situations (including those involving hostile aggression -see Strube et al., 1984) and across disparate cultures (Evans et al., 1987) . Type-B individuals, conversely, are relaxed, somewhat unassertive, and conciliatory toward the outside world. Baron and Byrne (1994) argue that type-A people are much more likely than are type-B people to lose their tempers and/or participate in aggressive encounters, and cite numerous empirical studies which seemingly confirm the point (e.g. Baron et al., 1985; Berman et al., 1993; Evans et al., 1987; Strube et al., 1984) . By implication, therefore, the (allegedly hypercritical) type-A person might be considered more likely than the type-B person to engage in aggressive complaining, although how he or she will interact with the supplying company after complaining is unclear.
Hypotheses and methodology
The main investigable propositions emerging from the above mentioned considerations are as follows:
(1) A positive and significant correlation should exist between the degree of aggression applied when making complaints (call this variable AGG) and the extent of the psychological relief experienced thereafter (call this variable REL). If the catharsis hypothesis is to be accepted, there should be also positive and significant correlations between AGG and the tendency to repeat purchases (call this variable TRP), and between REL and TRP.
(2) The correlation between AGG and the perceived status of the brand or supplying firm (STAT) should be negative and significant, as should the correlation between REL and STAT. Satisfying past experiences (EXP) of a firm or brand also should correlate negatively with AGG and REL.
(3) Type-B people and guilt-prone individuals should be less inclined than others to complain aggressively. Consequent repression of angry feelings, however, might affect subsequent attitudes toward the source of dissatisfaction, and hence influence the pattern of repeat purchases.
Individual guilt-propensity Investigable propositions
(4) To the extent that people of low self-esteem are more susceptible to anxiety than are high self-esteem individuals, they might be expected to complain less aggressively, but perhaps to harbour a grudge in the longer period.
To examine these issues, a questionnaire (see Appendix 1) was devised and administered to 237 subjects. As with most previous empirical studies in the field (see Robinson, 1979; Singh and Howell, 1985) certain questions (1-3) relate to subjects' personal experiences of their responses to past dissatisfactions. Additionally (and following Singh, 1988) , respondents were asked to remember and report on the particular dissatisfying event they recalled most clearly. All questions were scored between 0 and 5. Questions 2 and 3 test the catharsis hypothesis in general; questions 5, 8 and 9 test it with regard to a specific incident. Questions 6 and 7 examine the subjects' past familiarity with the source of the complaint and the availability of alternative purchases. Question 10 attempts to extract from respondents an assessment of how they perceived the status of the item or supplier (relative to substitutes) prior to the complaint being registered.
Guilt-proneness was measured using Mosher's (1966) , "forced-choice hostility -guilt inventory," which is by far the most commonly applied device in this area and has been extensively validated (see Tangney, 1990) . The inventory itself comprises 25 simple questions, each requiring a straight choice between two competing answers. Examples of items are:
• When I was a child and I became involved in a fight with another child, I felt (a) like I was a hero, or (b) that I had done something seriously wrong.
• At college you and your very best friend each submit a project to a competition that carries an attractive prize. You win. Do you (a) worry about your best friend who had worked so very hard or (b) congratulate yourself on pulling it off?
• A friend asks you to do him/her a favour. Though you could reasonably go out of your way slightly, you just don't feel like doing it, so you turn him/her down. Later you tell yourself (a) that you really must do something special to make this up or (b) this kind of thing happens now and then between friends.
Other questions relate to feelings of personal culpability, remorse for wrongdoing, acceptance of liability and responsibility, and so on. Answers indicating propensity to experience guilt scored 1; the alternative scored 0.
Hence a test subject's total score indicated his or her overall guilt-propensity. Respondents in the top 30 percent and bottom 30 percent of the distribution were categorized as "guilt-prone" and "not guilt-prone" respectively.
Individual self-esteem was assessed via the well-established 20-question instrument developed by A.H. Eagly from the work of J.R. Robinson and P.R. Shaver on attitude assessment (see Robbins, 1995) . Subjects indicate whether various statements describe them "very often," "fairly often," "sometimes," etc. The higher the score, the greater the subject's self-esteem and, by implication, the lower his or her level of anxiety. As is conventional, persons with scores in the upper 30 percent of the distribution were regarded as having high self-esteem, and vice versa. Categorization of subjects as type-A or type-B occurred through Bortner's (1969) 
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Individual self-esteem seven-item questionnaire for measuring types A/B patterns of behavior. Only extreme types A/B individuals were considered, defined as those in the top 20 percent of the appropriate spectrum. Collectively, the three instruments could be completed in about 15 minutes.
The instruments were administered first to 110 undergraduate marketing students as part of a class exercise. Subjects were ethnically diverse and approximately divided equally between males and females. The sample contained a fair mix of persons from different social backgrounds and places of birth, and possessing disparate levels of social experience, political and social attitude, prejudices, etc. Although students are generally young and (usually) have lower incomes than the general public, they consume goods and services extensively and there are few a priori reasons for supposing that they are not reasonably representative of the general buying public where complaining behavior is concerned. However, in order to extend as far as possible the representiveness of the sample, each student was requested to administer the questionnaire to a parent (specified as the parent in the family unit responsible for the majority of purchasing decisions) and to at least one non-student friend. This resulted in the enlargement of the sample base by 61 parents and 66 friends. Subsequent analysis of the responses of the three categories did not reveal any obvious differences in the patterns of answers given by the various groups. Table I gives correlation coefficients involving the first three questions. The results generally support the catharsis hypothesis. Correlations between the intensity of anger typically experienced when complaining (AGG) and the degree of relief and satisfaction normally felt thereafter are positive and statistically significant at the 5 percent level (at least) for all groups except for guilt-prone (GP) persons and/or individuals low in self-esteem (LSE). The relationship breaks down completely for the latter categories, wherein more aggressive complaining does not appear to lead to greater feelings of relief. (There was a large overlap between GP and LSE persons: around three-quarters of GP subjects were also low in self-esteem.) Correlations between tendency to complain (TC) and use of aggression (AGG) are positive in all cases and significant for the entire sample (though note how any correlation exceeding 0.11 is statistically significant for so large a sample size) and for type-A and high self-esteem groups. Positive and significant correlations between AGG and TC imply that people who complain angrily also tend to complain more often. However, this inclination does not appear to be substantially stronger for type-A persons. The type-A correlation here (see Table I ) is not significantly different from those for most other categories. All correlations between the tendency to complain Seventy-eight percent of the total sample could recall a specific complaint they had made in the past and how it was handled. Subjects' responses concerning these complaints (see Table II ) provide further support for the catharsis hypothesis (though note the overlap of answers between the two sets of replies; e.g. individuals reporting that they behave and feel in certain ways in general when registering complaints are likely to act and feel in similar manners in relation to specific incidents). Correlations between the level of anger experienced when making the specific complaint (MC) and subsequent good or bad feelings (F) are significant in all cases other than GP/LSE categories. A crucial result emerging from Table II is that correlations between MC and the extent of repeat purchasing following complaints (TRP -see question 9) are all positive and significant, except for GP/LSE groups. It seems, therefore, that angry complainers in the sample tended to continue buying at least the same amount (or more) of the item (or to use a particular supplier to the same or a greater extent) after complaining; whereas people who were withdrawn, nervous, and hesitant when making complaints were inclined to purchase less or to stop buying the item (or using the supplier) altogether. Arguably, this is because the latter individuals do not experience psychologically gratifying feelings of relief after a discharge of anger, followed in turn by positive feelings toward the product or supplier. For GP/LSE subjects, there was no discernible relation whatsoever between MC and TRP, suggesting that the beneficial effects of catharsis did not occur at all for these individuals. Table III (questions 5 and 9) reveals that no less than 82 percent of the 74 people who blew their tops or became angry when complaining subsequently continued to purchase at the previous level or actually increased their purchases. Fifteen percent bought "much more" than previously. Note (importantly) that this phenomenon does not appear to be due merely to suppliers' excellent processing of complaints (leading thereby to customer satisfaction and high rates of retention). Only 12 percent of the 74 subjects reported that their complaint had been dealt with in an "excellent" manner. Eighteen percent stated that it had been processed "quite well," while 38 percent declared that their complaints were handled "not very well" or "very badly." Hence, there is no reason to suppose that firms' excellent responses to complaints as distinct from catharsis were the true cause of purchase level maintenance. This proposition is reinforced by the fact that there are no significant correlations between MC and the manner in which complaints were handled (variable HCH -see Question 4). If these correlations had been significant then, arguably, angry complaints might have provoked satisfying responses from suppliers, leading to positive emotions among customers and thus to high levels of customer retentionindependent of catharsis. However, TRP is significantly correlated with the intensity of relief experienced after complaining (variable F -see question 8) except for GP/LSE categories. The latter seemingly tend not to repurchase the brand (or use the particular supplier) irrespective of how they felt after complaining.
Results
Otherwise, Tables I to III offer (71) 66 (47) 55 (66) 25 (40) 26 (34) (237) 30 (71) 19 (47) 30 (66) 50 (40) 47 (34) 24 (46) Q2. Degree of anger felt when complaining. Percentage of respondents in: (a) top two categories 46 (237) 52 (71) 44 (47) 50 (66) 20 (40) 26 (34) 44 (46) (b) bottom two categories 30 (237) 34 (71) 35 (47) 35 (66) 65 (40) 59 (34) 33 (46) Q3. How respondents felt after complaining. Percentage of respondents in: (a) top two categories 68 (237) 665 (71) 70 (47) 66 (66) 24 (40) 18 (34) 70 (46) (b) bottom two categories 18 (237) 15 (71) 18 (47) 28 (66) 50 (40) 53 (34) of alternative brands/suppliers available (ALT -see question 7). The latter result is due perhaps to monopoly suppliers not handling customer complaints as conscientiously as do other organizations (especially public transport and public utilities, which in London seem to attract much criticism). Similarly, correlations between MC and ALT were negative (although not significant), suggesting that complaints against monopolies were generally expressed in a more angry fashion. Another intuitively plausible result is the positive and significant correlation between ALT and STAT (the proxy for the perceived status of the item -see question 10), since the ready availability of numerous substitutes means that the consumer has consciously chosen a brand (or supplier) he or she particularly favors and thus, by definition, will hold it in high regard -otherwise it would not have been selected. Analogous arguments explain the significant correlations between STAT and EXP (the extent of previous purchases -see question 6), and between STAT and TRP.
Behavior of GP/LSE consumers
It has been noted already that, as theory predicts, catharsis is seemingly absent among GP/LSE individuals, who tend not to experience pleasing emotions after complaining angrily. Hence, the benefits of catharsis do not feed through into repeat business from these people. Even if GP/LSE subjects do feel better after complaining, it appears that they are still reluctant to continue buying the item (or using the particular supplier). Moreover, whereas around one-quarter of the subjects who answered question 11 reported having ceased purchasing something (or using a particular supplier) instead of making a complaint, this figure more than doubled for GP/LSE people (see Table III ). Also, GP/LSE individuals were far less likely to register complaints than were other categories (see Table  III , question 1), yet they were more than twice as likely to stop buying the item or using the supplier (Table III , question 5). Such people tend not to become angry when complaining (Table III , questions 1 and 5), but feel worse thereafter (Table III , questions 3 and 8). Hence they rarely experience catharsis. Although the sample sizes involved were very small, it appears that few GP/LSE subjects who did become angry while complaining also felt relief thereafter; whereas the proportions were very high for other categories (Table III , questions 2 and 3; and questions 5 and 8). At the same time, GP/LSE subjects who became angry were more than twice as likely than (17) 66 (12) 79 (19) 29 (7) 37 (8) 77 (13) Q11. Percentage of respondents who stopped buying instead of complaining 25 (210) 24 (60) 30 (44) 21 (58) 55 (38) 62 (34) 25 (40) Table III.
Catharsis seemingly absent
were other groups to reduce their purchases of the item (or their use of the supplier) after complaining (Table III , questions 5 and 9).
Conclusion
Overall these results support the essential predictions of orthodox neoFreudian consumer theory. Outbursts of anger during complaints apparently led to feelings of relief and psychological wellbeing among these subjects, which in turn seem to have induced them to continue buying the item or using the supplier about which they had complained. Eighty-two percent of the respondents who became angry while complaining did not subsequently stop buying the brand (or using the supplier) or reduce their level of purchases. This could not be explained by the manner in which complaints had been handled by companies: repeat purchase rates were high even when complaints had not been processed to subjects' satisfaction.
A number of sub-groups were distinguished within the sample: extreme type-A and type-B individuals, persons prone to experience feelings of guilt, and people of low self-esteem (there was a 75 percent overlap of the individuals contained within each of the latter two categories). Theory predicts that extreme type-A people will complain more frequently and more aggressively than others. Subjects displaying type-A characteristics were identified using a conventional (and extensively validated) instrument, but no confirmation of either proposition emerged. Theory also predicts that guilt-prone persons (who in this sample typically were individuals who were also low in self-esteem) will rarely experience catharsis; will complain less frequently, and will experience (disagreeable) anxiety while complaining.
Resentments are psychologically repressed within such people, leading to dislike of and hostility toward the source of frustration. The results of the present study are compatible with these assertions: GP/LSE subjects were inclined not to complain in an angry manner, but to feel uncomfortable about complaining. However, they were more than twice as likely than were other categories to stop buying the brand (or using a supplier) after complaining. Also they displayed a high propensity to cease purchasing an item rather than go to the trouble of complaining about it.
The implication of the above findings is obvious: businesses should actively encourage customers to complain whenever they are dissatisfied and to complain in forceful ways, as this can cause customers to feel good and subsequently to translate these positive emotions into repeat purchases. It seems, moreover, that certain personality types avoid (consciously or unconsciously) complaining and/or feel bad after complaints have been made. There is a high probability that such people will simply stop buying the item (or using the supplier), and the firm in question then loses this (valuable) custom. The results suggest that aggressive complainers do not exit relationships more than others, or hold the subjects of their complaints in lower regard. Indeed, a business is likely to benefit financially from having angrily complaining customers, provided that the complaints are properly processed. (This is a précis of the article "Anger, catharsis, and purchasing behavior following aggressive customer complaints." Supplied by Marketing Consultants for MCB University Press.)
